While increased visibility of gay, lesbian, transgendered, and queer people in public settings, including schools, is certainly freeing for many students, critical questions concerning whether popular media depictions of LGBTQ identities serve to liberate students, or instead facilitate subtle strategies of containment and ghettoizing, are being raised. The present article argues that as a sex education strategy, the essentializing of sexual identity within sex education should be supplanted by more constructivist approaches; ones that allow for maximum individuation and self-expression. Rather than embracing particular labels and the commodification that sometimes flows from them in the popular media landscape, queer-positive sex educators might consider adopting some methods associated with spiritual pedagogy to assist students in rethinking questions of sexuality and creating new possibilities for identities and creative self-expression.
The term discourse has a specific meaning in Foucault's method and occupies a central place in approaching interpretive issues related to sexuality in queer theory.
Discourses are social, political, and cultural arrangements of ideas and concepts through which the world as we know it is communicated and constructed. Discourse is about the production of language and practices by particular systems that produce existential meanings that then shape our individual lives. Discourses can be distinguished from any type of utterance. For an utterance to be described as a discourse, in the way queer theorists use the term, that discourse must be accompanied by force of governmental law or policy that can influence the public. That is the power side of the discourse. The discourse must also be supported by a form of knowledge that the community recognizes as authoritative; generally this means discourses are supported by appeal to either social or natural scientific methods, or increasingly media and advertising representations. That is the knowledge side of the discourse. The stronger the nexus between power and knowledge that is inherent in the discourse, the greater is its impact (Foucault, 1980) . Sex education curricula, for example, is one type of discourse advanced by those in positions of governmental power, in this instance Canadian ministries of education, and delivered at the level of classroom instruction by teachers.
As Foucault (1990a) clearly outlines at the beginning of his first volume in The History of Sexuality, "the primary issue with respect to sexuality is to account for the fact that it is spoken about, to discover who does the speaking, the positions and viewpoints from which they speak and the institutions which prompt people to speak about it" (p. 11). At issue, according to Foucault, is the overall "discursive fact; the way in which sex is 'put into discourse '" (1990a, p. 11) . His method is to locate the forms of power, the channels it takes, and the discourses it permeates in order to reach individual modes of behaviour.
It is important to appreciate that what is constitutive in sexuality is the social and political action that divides sexuality, as a particular form of knowledge (a science), from sex as a human activity. Sexual identity is the name given to a particular historical construction. It is this action-namely, the conceptual constructions propagated by particular institutions (i.e., the discourses)-that have shaped our perceptions of sexual identity.
As Halperin (1998) observes, "these strategies took the form of establishing norms of self-regulations, not by punishing deviations from what was interpreted as natural but by constructing new species of individuals, discovering and implanting perversions, and
